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Executive Director

New York State Low Level Radioactive Waste Siting Commission
Albany, New York

THE first thing I would like to clarify is that I never was a regulator. I am
still not a regulator. In actuality, I have worked with coordinating the

state's regulatory program though I did not have official regulatory respon-
sibility. But I have been involved with it and familiar with it and understand
what it means to be a regulator, what they do, and what they need from us.

Dr. Maillie went over thoroughly what the siting commission has to do,
what our responsibility is: to identify and to select a site for a disposal facility
for low level radioactive waste in New York. That is the commission's
responsibility, and as the executive director I shall be working with a staff and
a contractor to do those studies, those technical things necessary to support
the Commission so that it can make an informed decision.

In addition to that, we shall be responsible for working with the public in
helping them to understand and to know what we are trying to do at all stages
so that there is no misunderstanding.
We shall also be looking for and trying to decide what is the most appropri-

ate disposal method within the constraints established by state law and
regulations.

While we are addressing that issue, there were three points Dr. Maillie
mentioned which were evaluated in 1983 and 1984 when the Energy Office
did its management study on low level waste. The purpose of that study was
primarily to look at a compact with the northeast states. The decision at that
point was not to go with a compact, and that is what is embodied in the law.
The real basis for that position is that the sizes and relative configuration of
the other states in the compact would result in control by a majority of the
small states. Most likely the states that would actually host the facility would
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have been one of three large states, New York, Pennsylvania, or Massa-
chusetts. We felt that was not in the best interests of New York.
The decision not to go with West Valley is to a large extent a public and

political decision, but there are also many technical reasons. One that I would
like to share with you again ties back to public perception.
The West Valley area drains both groundwater and surface water through

one direction. A new disposal facility using new technologies, using
1OCFR61, which the existing facility did not, may be a fine facility and may
not leak. However, there have been and continue to be some problems with
the existing facility. Anything identified off-site would most likely be attrib-
uted to the new facility by the public, whether it came from it or not. While
we might be able to prove to a technical audience that it was the old facility
and not the new one, that we knew where it was and where it came from, it is
not always as easy to prove that to the general public.
As far as shallow land burial goes, again, it is a public perception problem

based in reality. There are problems and have been problems with West
Valley. Those people in the public most concerned with this have lobbied as
that being a failed technology. Those of us involved with it know that maybe
it was not a failed technology or a failed site or a failed method, but the way it
was done, the packaging, the actual use of the facility administratively and
operationally was more unsuccessful than the technology itself. But we still
have a public perception problem of convincing people that that is the case. If
we cannot do that, we still have to find a site and we still have to get public
perception behind us or we will not have a site open.

While I indicated that the major factors the commission has to deal with are
to find a site and to select a disposal technology, many things are involved in
those decisions. Site selection starts with a statewide process and goes
through identification of areas, identification of sites for characterization,
characterizing those sites and ultimately selecting a site, evaluating technolo-
gies, evaluating their risk, their cost, their benefits, advantages and disadvan-
tages, and coming to a recommendation that can be made. All of this requires
very close cooperation and working with the public.
Most of the things that have to be done are technical. There are two things

that are overriding that need to be considered. The first of this is regulatory.
We shall not have a site operating in New York unless we can meet the
regulations that the Department of Environmental Conservation and the De-
partment of Labor will impose on the operation and licensing of that site. That
is a fact. We need to meet their requirements, we need to consider them in
everything that we do-our quality control process, the siting effort, the
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analyses. This is the technical effort. It is impossible to site a facility without
meeting those requirements.

Another thing addressed here today, which is, in my mind at least, equally
important, and that is meeting the public's requirements. There are a number
of aspects of that. The first one is public information. We need to let the
public know what we are doing, why we are doing it, and what it means to
them. Many of the members in this public, which is a very broad population,
do not know a great deal about radioactivity and radioactive waste, and right
now do not care. We have had meetings in public, the Department of Envi-
ronmental Conservation has had them, the State Health Department has had
them, and we are going to have another series starting about two weeks from
now. My guess is there won't be a lot of attendance in spite of paid advertise-
ments, radio messages, television messages, direct mailings, and everything
else we can think of.

There is a lot of apathy and there are a lot of other things that these people
have to be concerned with in their families and their own lives. They will not
be interested until they see where it has an impact on them. We need to hit it
right on the head. We need to address the whole community. We have to tell
them what we are doing and we have to talk to them and we have to listen to
them.
The problem is, how do we get them to listen? We can't sit them in a room

like this and say, "Listen to me and talk to me. " It would not work. They will
get interested when we say where the site will be. Then we will get people
interested. Then it is too late. But if anybody knows how we can do it any
better, please let us know.

Getting people to come and talking to them and teaching them about some
of the things that they are going to need to know to help them to make
decisions and to give us informed information is only a part of it. We also
need to work with them, to give them opportunities for input. Not just factual
input and reviewing documents and giving us recommendations and changes,
but actually to sit down and talk with them. What are the impacts on their
lives, what are their concerns?
Many public meetings-and this affects the high level waste program as

well as many other forums- are like this, what is being done here. Somebody
gets up and talks and expresses what the concerns are, what he is doing, why
he is there. Then he opens it to the public and has microphones out and people
talk to them and ask questions and volley back and forth or say, "Fine, thank
you, next question." That, in my mind, is not involving the public in a real
way.
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One thing we are going to try to do in our sessions coming up in two weeks
is to have a video, something graphic, to get a flavor of where we are at. A
short talk will follow, and then we will try to have working sessions where all
of the key technical managers in the program will be in different parts of the
room and instead of just talking to me, they can go and talk to the people
directly involved and have an honest one-to-one, face-to-face discussion.
We need to develop our own credibility. We are not going into these

meetings or any other meetings expecting trust. That trust has to be earned
and has to be developed. That will be with our staff, with the contractor, and
with the commissioners. It will also be with New York State Energy Research
and Development Authority which is the unit of state government that will be
operating the facility. They will be coming with us to these meetings and they
will be involved to some extent and present during many meetings throughout
this process even though they have no responsibility until our selection of the
site is made. They need to start developing credibility and trust with the
public also.

That is a long-term project and a long-term requirement, but it is vital. We
shall have meetings throughout the process and we intend to be visible. Not
just the contractor, because the contractor comes in and leaves when done.
The state will be there throughout the process and throughout the operation,
so the state will have to be out in the public view. That means that each of us
individually will have to be out talking to the public, earning the public's trust
with what we do and how we face up to the questions and the challenge that is
before us.

There have been a lot of good comments here as to things we need to think
about, a lot of concerns expressed. I think the concern of the last paper this
morning tarred many in the low level waste field with the same brush, and I
think unfortunately and somewhat unfairly, that Dr. Covello deals with high
level waste and the way the Department of Energy approached high level
waste. The successful programs in Illinois, California, and a number of other
states are actively following most of those same recommendations as much as
can be done, as Dr. Covello indicated. If we are to be successful we need to
do that throughout the program. As far as New York is concerned, we shall
try to do that.
We have a problem now. We are still working on a statewide basis. It is

hard to get close to the community when trying to talk to the whole state. As
we narrow that process down to individual sites and areas, we shall get much
closer to those communities, working with individuals in those communities
and in particular the politicians, the professionals that are running those
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towns, counties, county government officials, health departments, environ-
mental management councils, as well as the people in them.
We are certain that as we do that we cannot forget that we have a wider

constituency beyond them and while we work with an individual community,
we still have the whole state to be concerned with. There are people in other
parts of the state that have concerns with what we are doing also and we need
to address those concerns.
We shall work on it and hopefully we shall have a process that will have a

site certified by about the summer of 1991 which the Authority can then
proceed to develop to have a facility operational by the time required in the
beginning of January or thereabouts in 1993.
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